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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-50 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: ■- - 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-4, 6-8, 11-15, 23, 25-27, 30-35, 36-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over St. John Herbert, HI [ US Patent No 6,366,917 ], in view of Schmuck et 
al. [ US Patent No 5,940,841 ], and further in view of Teare et al. [ US Patent No 6,151,624 ]. 

4. As per claim 1, St. John Herbert discloses the invention substantially as claimed 
including a method of operating a file server in a data network, said method comprising: 

the file server receiving a request for metadata about a file to be accessed [ col 3, lines 9- 
20 and lines 34-38 ], the request being received from a data processing device in the data 
network [ 22, 24, 26, Figure IB ]. 

St. John Herbert does not specifically disclose 

in response to the request for metadata, the file server granting to the data processing 
device a lock on at least a portion of the file, and returning to the data processing device 
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metadata of the file including information specifying data storage location in the file server for 
storing data of the file. 

Schmuck discloses 

in response to the request for metadata [ col 2, lines 57-59 ], the file server granting to the 
data processing device a lock on at least a portion of the file [ col 34, lines 64-col 35, lines 9 ]. 
Teare discloses 

returning to the data processing device metadata of the file including information 
specifying data storage location in the file server for storing data of the file [ col 2, lines 4-10; 
and col 4, lines 54-57 ]. 

It would have been obvious to a person skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine St. John Herbert, Schmuck and Teare because Schmuck 5 s locking mechanism would 
provide efficient basic file control in a shared disk environment for multiple computers [ 
Schmuck, col 3, lines 50-57 ]. 

5. As per claim 2, St. John Herbert does not specifically disclose the data storage locations, 
and a data mover computer for managing locks on files having data stored in said data storage 
device, wherein the data storage device stores metadata of a plurality of files having file data 
stored in the data storage device, the data mover computer is coupled to the data storage device 
for transfer of the metadata between the data storage device and the data mover computer, the 
data mover computer has a random access memory, and the method includes the data mover 
computer maintaining a metadata cache in the random access memory, and the method includes 
the data mover computer accessing the metadata cache for obtaining the metadata that is returned 
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to the data processing device. Schmuck discloses the data storage locations [ Figure 1 ], and a 
data mover computer for managing locks on files having data stored in said data storage device [ 
Figure 1; and Abstract ], wherein the data storage device stores metadata of a plurality of files 
having file data stored in the data storage device, the data mover computer is coupled to the data 
storage device for transfer of the metadata between the data storage device and the data mover 
computer, the data mover computer has a random access memory [ Abstract ], and the method 
includes the data mover computer maintaining a metadata cache in the random access memory, 
and the method includes the data mover computer accessing the metadata cache for obtaining the 
metadata that is returned to the data processing device [ col 3 1, lines 64-col 32, lines 8 ]. It 
would have been obvious to a person skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine John Herbert and Schmuck because Schmuck' s teaching of data mover would provide a 
caching method that allows to speed up the process of accessing data. 

7. As per claim 3, St, John Herbert does not specifically disclose a plurality of data 
processing devices in the data network share read-write access to the file, and the file server 
grants respective read locks and write locks to the data processing devices in the data network. 
Schmuck discloses a plurality of data processing devices in the data network share read-write 
access to the file [col 1, lines 50-65 ], and the file server grants respective read locks and write 
locks to the data processing devices in the data network [ col 32, lines 15-25 ]. It would have 
been obvious to a person skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teaching of St. John Herbert, and Schmuck because Schmuck 5 s granting read and write lock 
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would provide the ability to allocate storage from the same pool of disks in parallel while 
maintaining full consistency of the metadata. 

7. As per claim 4, St. John Herbert discloses the data processing device writes data to the 
data storage locations in the file server, modifies the metadata from the file server in accordance 
with the data storage locations in the file server to which the data is written [ Abstract ], and 
sends the modified metadata to the file server [ 154, 156, Figure 20 ]. 

8. As per claim 6, St. John Herbert does not disclose the data processing device has a cache 
memory for caching the metadata of the file including a version identifier associated with the 
metadata of the file, and wherein the data processing device includes the version identifier in the 
request for access to the file, the file server compares the version identifier from the data 
processing device to a version identifier of a most recent version of the metadata of the file, and 
the file server returns the most recent version of the metadata of the file to the data processing 
device when the comparison of the version identifier from the data processing device to the 
version identifier of the most recent version of the metadata of the file indicates that the metadata 
of the file cached in the cache memory of the data processing device is not the most recent 
metadata of the file. Schmuck discloses the data processing device has a cache memory for 
caching the metadata of the file including a version identifier associated with the metadata of the 
file, and wherein the data processing device includes the version identifier in the request for 
access to the file, the file server compares the version identifier from the data processing device 
to a version identifier of a most recent version of the metadata of the file, and the file server 
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returns the most recent version of the metadata of the file to the data processing device when the 
comparison of the version identifier from the data processing device to the version identifier of 
the most recent version of the metadata of the file indicates that the metadata of the file cached in 
the cache memory of the data processing device is not the most recent metadata of the file [ col 
43, lines 54-64 ]. It would have been obvious to a person skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of St. John Herbert and Schmuck because Schmuck's 
teaching of versioning would provide an additional step for keep track of data integrity. 

9. As per claim 7, St. John Herbert discloses the version identifier is a number that is 
incremented when the metadata of the file is modified [ col 9, lines 36-46 ]. 

10. As per claim 8, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claim 1. Furthermore, 
Teare discloses 

the client receiving from the file server the metadata of the file, using the metadata of the 
file to produce at least one data access command for accessing the data storage locations in the 
file server, and sending the data access command to the file server to access the data storage 
locations in the file server [ col 25, lines 47-59 ]; and 

the file server responding to the data access command by accessing the data storage 
locations in the file server [ col 2, lines 11-16]. 



11. As per claim 1 1, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claim 3. 
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12. As per claim 12, St. John Herbert does not specifically disclose the lock on at least a 
portion of the file granted by the file server to the client is not granted to any particular 
application process of the client, and wherein the client has a lock manager that grants a local file 
lock to a particular application process that accesses the file. Schmuck discloses the lock on at 
least a portion of the file granted by the file server to the client is not granted to any particular 
application process of the client, and wherein the client has a lock manager that grants a local file 
lock to a particular application process that accesses the file [ col 32, lines 15-25-]. It would 
have been obvious to a person skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teaching of St. John Herbert and Schmuck because Schmuck 5 s teaching of locking file would 
allow data to maintain its integrity inside the communication network. 

13. As per claim 13, St. John Herbert does not specifically disclose the client has a lock 
manager that responds to a request from an application process of the client for access to the file 
by granting to the application process a local file lock on at least a portion of the file; and then 
sending to the file server said at least one request for access to the file. Schmuck discloses the 
client has a lock manager that responds to a request from an application process of the client for 
access to the file by granting to the application process a local file lock on at least a portion of 
the file; and then sending to the file server said at least one request for access to the file [ col 33, 
lines 39-45 ]. It would have been obvious to a person skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of St. John Herbert and Schmuck because Schmuck 5 s 
teaching of lock manager would allow to maintain the data consistency inside St. John Herbert 5 
system. 
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14. As per claim 14, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claim 8. Furthermore, 
St. John Herbert discloses dynamically linking application programs of the client with input- 
output related operating system routines of the client [ col 3, lines 20-25 ]. 

15. As per claim 15, it is rejected for similar reason as stated above in claim 4. 



16. As per claims 19 and 20, they are rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claims 6 
and 7. 

17. As per claims 23, 25 and 26, they are rejected for similar reasons as stated above in 
claims 2, 6, and 7. 

18. As per claim 27, it is apparatus claimed of claims 1 and 8, it is rejected for similar 
reasons as stated above in claims 1 and 8. 

19. As per claim 30, it is apparatus claimed of claim 3, it is rejected for similar reason as 
stated above in claim 3. 

20. As per claims 3 1-34, they are apparatus claimed of claims 12-15, they are rejected for 
similar reasons as stated above in claims 12-15. 
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21. As per claim 35, it is apparatus claimed of claim 6, it is rejected for similar reason as 
stated above in claim 6. 

22. As per claim 36, it is program product claimed of claim 1, it is rejected for similar reason 
as stated above in claim 1. Furthermore, St. John Herbert discloses at least one network port for 
exchange of control information and metadata of files in the file system with at least one data 
processing device [ Figure IB ]. 

23. As per claim 37, it is program product claimed of claim 4, it is rejected for similar reason 
as stated above in claim 4. 

24. As per claims 38 and 39, they are rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claim 2. 

25. per claims 40 and 41, they are rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claims 6 
and 7. 

26. As per claim 42, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claim 8. 

27. As per claims 43-45, they are rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claims 13-15, 



28. 



As per claim 49, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claim 6. 
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29. Claims 5, 16-18, 22, 24, 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over St. John Herbert, III [ US Patent No 6,366,917 ], in view of Schmuck et al. [ US Patent No 
5,940,841 ], and further in view of Teare et al. [ US Patent No 6,151,624 ] and Galeazzi et al. [ 
US Patent No 6,535,868 ]. 

30. As per claim 5, St. John Herbert, Schmuck, Teare do not specifically disclose the data 
processing device sends the modified metadata to the file server after the data processing device 
writes the data to the data storage of the file server. Galeazzi discloses the data processing 
device sends the modified metadata to the file server after the data processing device writes the 
data to the data storage of the file server [ col 5, lines 58-col 6, lines 15 ]. It would have been 
obvious to a person skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of 
St. John Herbert, Schmuck, Teare and Galeazzi because Galeazzi' s teaching would allow for 
data to be maintained for up to date information. 

31. As per claim 16, they are rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claim 5. 

32. As per claim 17, St. John Herbert, Schmuck and Teare do not disclose the client performs 
asynchronous write operations upon the data storage locations of the file server, and wherein the 
client sends the modified metadata to the file server in response to a commit request from an 
application process of the client, Galeazzi discloses the client performs asynchronous write 
operations upon the data storage locations of the file server, and wherein the client sends the 
modified metadata to the file server in response to a commit request from an application process 
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of the client [ col 6, lines 24-41 ]. It would have been obvious to a person skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine the teaching of St. John Herbert, Schmuck, Teare and 
Galeazzi because Galeazzi's teaching would provide a step for maintaining data integrity inside 
communication network. 

33. As per claim 18, Schmuck discloses the client performs asynchronous write operations 
upon the data storage locations of the file server, and wherein the client sends the modified 
metadata to the file server when the client requests the file server to close the file [ col 43, lines 
37-38 ]. 

34. As per claim 22, it is apparatus claimed of claim 5, it is rejected for similar reasons as 
stated above in claim 5. Furthermore, Schmuck discloses the data mover computer is 
programmed to receive modified metadata from said each data processing device [ col 5, lines 
31-38]. 

35. As per claims 24, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claims 2 and 5. 

36. As per claims 46-48, they are rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claims 16-18. 



37. Claims 9, 10, 21, 28, 29 and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over St. John Herbert, III [ US Patent No 6,366,917 ], in view of Schmuck et al. [ US Patent No 
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5,940,841 ], and further in view of Teare et al. 
US Patent No 6,076,092]. 
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[ US Patent No 6,151,624 ] and Goldberg et al. [ 



38. As per claim 9, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claim 1. Furthermore, 
St. John Herbert, Schmuck, and Teare do not specifically disclose the client sends the data access 
command to the data storage device over a data transmission path that bypasses the data mover 
"computer. Goldberg discloses the client sends the data access command to the data storage 
device over a data transmission path that bypasses the data mover computer [ col 10, lines 43-49 
]. It would have been obvious to a person skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teaching of St. John Herbert, Schmuck, Teare and Goldberg because Goldberg's 
teaching of transmission path that bypasses the data mover computer would reduce 
communication traffic and increase performance for the system. 

39. As per claim 10, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claim 2. 

40. As per claims 21, it is apparatus claimed of claims 1 and 9, it is rejected for similar 
reasons as stated above in claims 1 and 9. 

41 . As per claims 28 and 29, they are rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claims 9 
and 10. 

42. As per claim 50, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above in claims 1, 2, 8 and 9. 



Application/Control Number: 09/261,621 
Art Unit: 2154 



Page 13 



43. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-50 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

44. A shortened statutory period for response to this action is set to expire 3 (three) months 
and 0 (zero) days from the mail date of this letter. Failure to respond within the period for 
response will result in ABANDONMENT of the application (see 35 U.S.C 133, M.P.E.P 
710.02, 710.02(b)). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dustin Nguyen whose telephone number is (703) 305-5321. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:00 - 5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (703) 305-9678. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directly to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900, 

Dustin Nguyen 



Conclusion 




